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~ STATE OF INDIANA,

HUGHES WATER WELL DRILLING &

" STATE OF INDIANA ) IN THE MARION CIRCUIT/SUPERIOR COURT

‘ , ) SS: ,
COUNTY OF MARION ) - CAUSE NO.

44B0766 L1pL0 47.0 48
Plaintiff, ST o
-
' ANTHONY LEON HUGHES, (38) Nov 20 2006
~ also known as '
~ LONNIE HUGHES, Do Lo Lol
Individually and doing business as MARION GIRCUT GOURT

C & R WELL DRILLING PUMP & PLUMBING
HUGHES WELL DRILLING, and

PUMP SERVICES

MILIADEE HUGHES
also known as .

DEE HUGHES,

Individually and doing business as

C & R WELL DRILLING PUMP & PLUMBING,
C. & C. WELL DRILLING/PUMP/PLUMBING, and
HUGHES WELL DRILLING,

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N N S N N’ N N

Defendants. -

- COMPLAINT FOR INJUNCTION,
RESTITUTION, COSTS, AND CIVIL PENALTIES

The Pléintiff, State of Indiana, by Attomey Gehcral Steve Carter ‘and Deputy
Attorney General Terry Tolliver, petitions the Court pursuant to the Indiana Deceptive
Consumer Sales Act; Indiana Code § 24-5-0.5-1, et seq., and the Indiana Home
Improvement Contracts Act, Ind. Code § 24-5-11-1, et seq., for injunctive relief,

consumer restitution, investigative costs, civil penalties, and other relief.



PARTIES

l. | The Plaintiff, State of Indiana, is authorized _to bring this action and to
seek injunctive and other statutory relief pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-4(c) and In'di
Code § 24-5-11-14. ' - | | |
A. Background on the Defendant Anthony Leon Hughes

2. At all times relevant to this Complamt the Defendant, Anthony Leon
Hughes, also known as Lonnie 'Hughes,.mdmdually and doing business as C & R*'Well
Drilling Pump & Plumbing, Hughes Well Drilling, and Hughes Water Well Drilling &
Pump Services, was an individual engaged in business as a home improvement contractor
with a principal place of .busines's in Marion County, l_o;:ated at 3902 Arbor Greenway,
Apt 1114, Indianapolis Ind1ana 46220 |

4

3. On January 10, 1996, the Marlon Supenor Court entered a Default

¢ Judgment against the Defendant, Anthony Leon Hughes which is attached and

1ncorporated by reference as Exhibit “A” enjoining the Defendant Anthony Leon

Hughes, from the followmg:

a. - Soliciting to engage in water well drilling without a license as

- .required by law; : '
b. -Engaging in water well drzllmg without a license requzred by law;
c. Engaging in water well pump service without a permit required by

law, including but not limited to Marion County Code, Chapter 18,
Article 2, Sec. 18-202;

d.  Representing to consumers that the Defendant s consumer -
transactions have the characteristics and benefits of being
completed within a reasonable period of time when they do not and

_ the Defendant knows or should reasonably know they do not; and

e. = Entering into residential home improvement contracts which are in

violation of the Indiana Home Improvement Contracts Act, Ind.
' Code§24 5-11-1, etseq
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" B. Background on the Defendant, Miliadee Hughe§.
4: Atwall times relevant to this:Complaint, the Defendant, Miliadee Hughes
: *also knéwﬁ as Dee Hughes, ihdiviq;lally and doing busineés as C & R Well Dri]ling
Pump and Plumbing, C. & C. Well!.D'rilling/Pump/PlumBing,Yan('i Hughes Well Drilling,
was z;n'individual'- ehgaged in l?us—.iness as a home jmpr()‘vement confrabtor with-a p;incipa]
plélce of businé§§ in Marion Count§, located a.t. 10119 East 96‘h St;eet, Indianapolis,
Indiana, 46256, as well as a ,locatioynd at 973 North Shadeland Avenue, #188, Indianapolis,
e - Indiana, 46219. - .
5. Since at least Augu‘§f 8, 2001, tﬁe befendants have entered into home
R ‘ improVement éontraéts with Indiana !cohsumeré. Ubon infoﬁnétién and belief, the -

Defendants, Anthony Leon Hughes and Miliadee Hughes,_haVe jointly operated several

businesses, including HugheS’Wéll Drilling and C & R Well Drillingqump and

f’lumbing, and have acted in concert to defraud consumers.

L4

6. When, in this-Complaint, ré;vfg:renCe is made to any act of the Defendants,
- such allegations shall be deemed to m;:an-"the principals, agents, representatives, or
employees of the Défendénts d1d or agthorized such aéts tgj be done while active]ly
eng:aged in the managerﬁent, diréction, or control of the ~affa_i‘rs of Defendants and while
_ acting within the scope of their dutie}s'; eméloyment, or agency.
A. Allegations régér‘dihg Consumer Robert C. S‘trick]and’s Transaction.
7. _On or aboi;_t June 20, 2005, the Défendaﬁts.entéred into a contract with

Robert C: Strickland (“Strickland”) of Indianapolis, Indiana, wherein the Defendant,

Anthony Leon Hughes, on behalf of the Defendants, represented they would remove
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: Strickland’s old well pump and replace it with a new well pump for Two Thousand Three

Hundred Dollars ($2,300.00), of which Strickland paid One Thousand Eight Hundred

Dollars ($1,800.00) as péyment in full. Attached and incorporated by reference as

Exhibit “B” is a true and accurate copy of the first contract Strickland received. .

8. The Defendants féiled_io include the following ithrmation in the first

contract with Strickland:

a.

317920_1.00C

The name and address of the Defe_ndants and each of the telephone
numbers and names of any agent to whom consumer problems and
inquiries can be directed; -

The date the home improvement contract was submitted to the

consumer and any time limitation on the.consumer’s acceptance of

the home improvem¢nt 'contract; '

A reasonably ‘detailed description of the proposed home
imﬁrovements,'or a statement thaf the specifications will be
provided to the consumer before commeﬁcing any work and that
th¢ home improvement contract is-subject to the corisumer’s
separate written and dated approval of the specifications; - '.

A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the
apprOXirhéte completion date; and |
Signature lines for the Defendants or the Defendants’ agent and for

each consumer who is to be a party to the home improvement

~contract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s

. name placed directly after or below the signaiure.




9.

After beginning the work, the Defendant,. Anthony Leon Hughes, on

behalf of the Defendants, represented to Strickland the old well pulﬁp could not be

replaced, and a new well would need to be drilled at a cost of Five Thousand Two

Hundred Dollars ($5,200.00), of which Strickland paid an additional Two Thousand

Dollars (52,000.00) as a down payment. Attached and incorporated by reference as

Exhibit “C” is a true and accurate copy of the second contract Strickland received.

10.  The Defendants failed to include the following infonnation in the second
- contract with Strickland: , .
a. Thqaddréss of the residentiél property tﬁat is the subjec;( of the |
home improvement;
b. The name of the Defendants and each of the telephone numbers
i and names of any_agé:nt to whom consumer probllems and iﬁquiries
can be difected;
c. The date the home improvement contract was submitted to the
consumer and any time limitatibn on the consumer’s acceptance of
‘the home improvgmeht gonFract;- '
d. The approximate star‘;ing and completion dates of the home
imprqvements; . |
e. A statement of any contingéncies that would materially change the
approximate completion date; and
1317920_1.D0C




f. Signature lihes for the Defendants ot the Defendants’ agent and for

each consumer who is to be a party fo the home improvemént
contract with a legible printed or .typed version of that p_erson’s
name placed directly after or below t.he. signature.

R ~ 11 ’fhe Defendants failed to obtain the necessary well drilling license prior to
soliciting the well drilling contract and/or commencing any work under their contract
with Stricklaﬁd.

12.  The Defendants failed to obtain a required pump permit from the Marion
County Health and Hospital Corporation prior to soliciting the contract and/or
comr}xencing any work under their contract with Strickland. :

13, Pursuant to Ind. Codé § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are présumed to

have represented at the time of contract formation they would complete the job, pursuant

o , io the terms of the contract, within a reasonable period of time.
14.  The Defendants have yet to either co'rnplete the work as originally -
rep}esented, or to issue a refund to Strickland.
' B. Allegations regarding Consuﬁer James Bumb’s Transaction-.
15. On or about June 28, 2005, the Defendants entered into a contract with
James Bumb (“Bumb”) of Indian'ap'olis,l Indiana, wherein the Defendant, Anthony'Leon
'Hughes, on behalf of the Défeddants, misrepresented the repairs needed and offere(i to'
replace a well pump and run a 40(;’ water line at Bumb’s h(_)me for i"hree Thousand Two
Hundred Dollars ($3,200.00), of which Bumb paid One Thousand Six Hundred Dollars
($1,600.00) as a-down payment. Attached and incorporated by referénce as Exhibit “D”

is a true and accurate copy of the contract Bumb received.
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16.  The Defendants failed to include the following information in the contract

with Bumb:
a. The télophohe numbers and names of any agent to whom consumer
| problems and inquiries can be oirected;
b. The date the home improvement .contract was submitted to the
- consumer and any time limitation on the consumer’s acceptance of
the home improverﬁent controct;
c. A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the
approxi'mate completion date; and
d. Signat{lre lines for the Defendants or the Defendants’\ogent and for
each consumer Who'is to be a party to the home improvemeot
cootraot with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s
name placed directiy aﬁer or below the signature.

17.  Upon further inspection, Bomb learned the Defendant, Anthony Leon
Hughes, misrepresented the repairs needed, as his problem was not a defective well
pump, but rather Was a clogged iron ﬁlter.'

18.  Bumb attempted to reach the Defendants to inform fhe Defendants of this
finding and the Defendants refused to contact Bumb.

19, Bumb eventually hired another contraotor to complete the work at a total
cost of Three Hundred Dollars ($300.00). |

20. Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5_-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants ore presumed to
have represented at the time of contract formation they would complete the job,.pursuant

to the terms of the contract, within a reasonable period of time.

17920_1.DOC ' : 7



21.  The Defendants have neither begun, and therefore has not completed, the

wo'r.k M‘on Bumb’s home, nor have they issued a refund to Bumb.
C. Allegations regarding Consumer Roberta J. Baker’s Transaétion.

22 On orabout July 30, 2005, the Defendants entered into a contract with
Roberta J. Baker (“Baker”) of Indianapolis, Indiana, wherein the Défendant, Anthony
Leon iHughes,‘o_n behalf of the -D_efendénts, agr'e.ed to drill and install a new well‘ at

‘Baker’s home for a price of Four Thousand and Fifty Dollars"($4,(l)50.00), of which
Baker paid Two Thousénd énd Twenty-Five Dollars ($2,025.00) as a donn payment.
Attached and incorporated by reference as Exhibit “E” is a true and aécurate copy of the
contract Baker received.

23. . The Defendants failed to include the following information in the contract
with Baker:
a. ‘Any time limitétion on the consumer’s acégptgnce of the home

improvement contract;

'b. -~ The approximate starting and completion dates of the home
improvements;
c. A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the

apperimate completion date; and
d. Signatufe lines for the Defendants or th¢ Defendants’ agent and for

each consumer who is to be a party to the home ihﬁproveme;nt

contract Wifh a legible printed or typed version ot; that person’s

name plac'ed directly after or below the signature.
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' 24.. | The Defendants failed to obtain the necessary well drillin_g lic-eﬁse prior to ‘
soliciting the contr-act.w.ith Baker.

.‘25. ‘. The Defendant's failed to obtaiq the re.quired p’urﬁp permit from the Marion
County Health and Hospital Corporation prior to soliciting the contﬂraclt and/or
commencing .an.y work under their contract with' BaKer. ' |

26. | Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are présumed to
Bave represented at the timé ;;f contraét formatioq théy would cbrhblet_e the job, pursuant
to the terﬁs of the contract, withiﬁ a reasonable period o_f timej |

- 27. The Defendants _have neither begun, and therefore haQe not completed, the
* work oh Baker’s home, nor have they issued érefund to Bakér.-

D. Allegations regarding Consumer Jean Crabtre‘e’s Transactioq.

28-‘ - On or about Augustgl 8, 2005, the Defendants entered into a contréct with
Jean Crabtree (“Crabtree”) of Indianapolis, Indiana, wherein the Defendant, Miliadee
Hughés, ’0'n behalf of the Defendants, ‘rep'resented they would _'replace.a wéll line at
Crabtree’s ilqme for a total price of One Thdusand Two Hundred Dollars ($1 ,200.00), of
which Crabtree paid One Thousand Dollars ($1,000.00) as é down payment. Attached
and iﬁcorporated by reference as Exhibit “F” is a true and accurate Icopy of the éontract
Crabtree received. | |

29.  The Defendants failed to include the following information in the éontract
‘'with Crabtree:

a. The telephone numbers and names of any agent to whom consumer

‘problems and inquiries can be directed;
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b. Any time lirnitation on the consumer’s acceptance of the home

improvement contract;

C. A reasonably detailed description of the proposed home
irnp:rovement, er if the description required by Ind. Code §24-5-11-
10(a)(4) dees not include the speciﬁcations for the home .
iﬁprovement, a statement that the speciﬁeations Will be provided
te the consumer before commencing any w_ofk and that the home
improvement contract is subject to the consumer’s separate written

and dated approval of the specifications;

S d The approximate starting and completion dates of the home
_ improvement;
: €. A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the

approximate cempletion date; and
f. Signature lines for the Defendants or the Defendants’ agent and for
each consumer who is to be a party to the home imlprovement
.~ contract with a legible printed or typed version of thet person’§

nafne placed directly after or below the signature.

P

©30.  Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are presumed to

have represented at the time of contract formation they would complete the job, pnrsuant
to the terms of the contract, within a reasonable period of time.
31.  The Defendants have neither begun, and therefore have not completed, the

wor_k on Crabtree’s home, nor have they issued a refund to Crabtree.
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. E. Allegations regarding éonsumer Miranda Selke’s Transaction.

32. On or about October 3, 2005, the Defend.a‘nts entered into a contract with
Miranda Sel»ke (“Selke;’) of Indianapolis, Indiana, wherein the Defehdant, .Miliz;dee
Hughes, on behalf of the.De.:fel.ldants, represented they would replace a’.well"p_ump at
Selk¢’-s home for a total price _of One Thousaﬁd éight Hundred a_nd'F ifty Dollars
($1,850.00), of which Selke paidi ]\iine Hund'red_an.d'Twent;/-Five Dollars ($925;OO)_ asa
dov&n payment. Attached z;nd incorporated by:reference as Exhibit “G” is a true and ' |
accurate copy of thé ﬁrvst contract Selke received. |

33. The Defendants faliled to include the following informaﬁoﬁ in their first
' contract with Selke:

a. Any time limitation on the consumer’s acceptance of the home

. o Jimprovement contract;

b. The approximate starting and cbmpleﬁon dates of the home
improvement;
c. A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the

.approximate cbmpletioﬁ date; and
d. Sigﬁaiure lines for the Defendants or thé Defendants’ agent and t;é)r
each consumer who)is: to be a party to the hoxﬁe improvement
contract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’§
. name placed directly after or Below the éignature.' ’
34, After beginniné the wdrk, the Defendant, Miliadee Hughes, on behalf of
the Defendants, represented to Selke thé old Weil pu-fnp could not be replaced, and a new

well would need to be drilled at a cost of Four Thousand Eight Hundred Dollars
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($4,800;00), of which Selke paid an additional One Thousand_ Four Hundred and Fifty
‘Dollars ($1,450.00) as a down payment. Attached and incofpotated by reference as
Exhibit “H” is a true and aécurate copy of the second contract Selke received.

35. The Defendanté failed to include the following information in their second
contract with Selke:

a. Any time limitation on the consumer’s acceptance of the home

improvement contract;

b. The approximate starting and completion dates of the home
improvement;
c. A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the

»

approximate completion date; and '

v d. Signature lines for the Defendants or the Defendants” agent and for |
each consumer who is to be a party to the home imprdvement
contract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s
-name placed directly éfter or below the signature. |

36. The Defendants failed to obtain the necessary Well drilling liceﬁse prior to
~ soliciting and/or commencing any wor‘k under their contract with Selke.

37. Pursuant to Ind. Cvoc.ie'§‘24—5-0.5-3(_5)(10), the Defendants are presumed to
have represented at the time of con'tract formation they would complete the job, pursuant

to the terms of the contract, within a reasonable period of time. .

¢

38.  The Defendants have néither completed the work on Selke’s home as

represented, nor issued a refund to Selke.
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F. Allegations regarding Consumer Tonya Renfro’s Trans_action.

39, On or about October 12, 2005, the Defendants entered into a contract with
Tonya Renfro (“Renfro™) of I'ndianapolis,‘ Indiana, wherein the Defendant, Miliadee
Hughes, on behalf of the Defendants, represented they would dig and replace an existing
sewer line af Renfro’s home for a total price of One Thousand Two Hundred and
TWenty-Five Dollars ($1,225.00), of which Renfro paid One Thousand Dolléfs '
(%1 ;OO0.00) as payment in full. Attached and incorporated by reference a's. Exhibit “I” is
a true and accurate copy of ;hé contract Renfro received.
40. The_De'fendéints failed to include the following information m their first
contract with Renfro:
a. The telephone numbers and names of any agent to whom consumer
problems and inquiries can be directed; . |
b. Any time limitation on the consumer’s acceptance of the home \
improvement contract;
c. The approximate starting and Completion dates of the home
improvement; . | , |
d. A statefnent of any contingencies that would materially change the
“approximate completion date; and
€. Signature lines for the Defendants or the Defendants’ agent and for
. each conéumer who—is to be a party to the home improvement
céntract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s

name placed directly after or below the signature.
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41.  Atthe time of contract formation, the Defendant, Miliadee Hughes, on

‘be};alf of the D‘efendar'ltsl, represented the work included a five (5) year warranty on labor
and ma_ﬁerials.

42.  The Defendants failed to obtain the necessarSz sewer connection permit, as
requifed by the Revised Code of the Consolidated City and Coitnty; Chapter 671, Section
22, 'prior to any work' commencing under their contréct with(Renfrp. ‘ |

43, ApproXir’nately Two (2) months after the work was completed, Renfro’s

~ basement began to flood, and Renfro requested the warrénty work be performed.

44,  Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Deféndants are presumed to

- have represented at the time of contract formation they would complete the wﬁrranty
work, pursuant to the terms of the contract, within a reasonable period of time.

45.  The Defendants have yet to either perform the warranty work as
represented, or iss'ue-d a refund to Renfro.

G. Allegations regarding‘C’onsumver Ronald Smith’s Transaction.

46. On or about February 4, 2006, the Defendants entered into a contract with
Ronald Smith (“Smith”) of Fishefs, Indiana,vwhereiri the D.efendant, Miliadee Hughes, Ion
behajf of the Defendants, represented they would fepair his septic system for Nine

| Thousand Two Hundred and Fbrty Dollér’s ($9,240.00), of which Smith paid Four
‘Thousand Six Hundred Dollars ($4,600.00) asa down payment. Attached and
incorporated by reference as Exhibit “J” 1s ;atrue and .accurate copy of the Defendants’
contract. with Smith.

47.  The Defendants failed to include the folAlowing infoﬁnétion in the contract

with Smith:
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a. The telephone numbers and names of any agent to whom consumer

problems and inquiries can be directed;
b. Any time limitation on the consumer’s acceptance of the home
improvement contract;
C. A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the
approximate completilon date; and
d. Signature lines for the Defendants or the Defendants’ agent and for
each consumer who is to be a party to the home improvement
contract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s
name placed directly after or below the signature. |
48.  Pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are presumed to
have represented at the time of contract formation they would complete the job, pursuant
to the terms of the contract, within a reasonable period of time.
49, The Deferldants have.neither begun, and therefore have not completed, the
work on Smith’s home, nor have they issued a refund to Smith.
H. . Al]egations regarding Consumer Annie Carr’s Transacﬁo_n.

50. On or about February 27, 2006, the Defeﬁdants entered into a contract

‘with Annie Carr (“Carr”) of Indianapolis, Indiana, wherein the Defendant, Miliadee

Hughes, on behalf of the Defendants, represented they would repair the well and install a
well pump at Carr’s home for a total price of Two Thousand Eight Hundred and Fifty
Dollaré k$2,850.00), of which Carr paid One Thousand Four Hundred and Twenty-lfive
Dollars ($1,425.00) as a down payment. Attacfled and incorporated by reference as

Exhibit “K” is a true and accurate copy of the contract Carr received.

-317920_1.DOC ' ) 15



g

ey

51. .. The Defendants failed to include the following information in the contract

with Carr:

317920_1.DOC

The telephone numbers and names of any ageﬁt to whom consumer
problems and inquiries can be directed;

Any time limita_tio'n on the consumer’s acceptance of the home
imprc;vement contract;

A reasonably detailed description of the proposed home
improvement, or if the description required by Ind. Code §24-5-1 1-
10(a)(4) does not include the specifications for the home
improvément, a statement that the specifications will be provided
to the consumer before commencing any work and that the home
improvement contract is subject to the consumer’s separate written

and dated approval of the specifications;

- The approximate starting and completion dates of the home

improvement;

A statement of any contingencies that would rhaterially ch;mge the
approximate completion date; and.

Signature lines for the Defendants‘/olr the Defendants’ agent and for
each consumer who is to be a party to the home improvement

contract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s

name placed directly after or below the signature.
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52.  The Defendants failed to obtain the required pump permit from the Marion
County Heélth and Hospital Corpbration prior to soliciting the contract and/or
commencing any work undef their contract with éan. '

53. At t.he time of contract formation, the Defendants represented the work
included a Five (5) year warranty on labor and materials.

54. Approximately Six (6) days after thé work was completed, the well
stopped working, and Carr requested the warranty work be performed.

55.  Pursuant to IndT Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are presumed to
have represented at the tim.e of contract formation they would complete the warranty
work, pursuant to_the terms o‘f the contract, within a reasonable peridd of time. |

56. The Defendants have yet to either perform the warranty wdrk as
_repreSented, or issued a refund to Carr.

L Allegations regarding Cohsumer Sherrie Murphy’s Transaction.

57. On or about August 6, 2006, the Defendants entered into a contract with
Sherrie Murphy (“Murth”_) of Martinsville,- Indiana,_ wherein the Defendant, Miliadee
Hughes, on behalf of the Deféndaﬁts, .represented they would remodel Murphy’s
bathroom, replace her roof, an‘d misrépre_sented the need for a new septic system, all for a
total price of Twenty Thousand Dollars ($20,000.00), of which Murphy paid Fifteen
Thousand Dollars ($15,000.00) as a-down payfnent. Attached and incorporated by

reference as Exhibit “L” is a true and accurate copy of the contract Murphy received.

17
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58.  The Defendants faileéd to include the f0'110wing information in their

contrac,t with Murphy: ‘
| é. The telephone number and names of any ageni to whom consumer

problems and inquiries could be directed,; |

b.  Any tirn_e limitation on the consumer’s acceptance of {he home
-improvement contract; - "

c. The apprqximate starting and comnletion dates of the home
improvement; |

d. A statement of any contingencies that would materially change the
approximaté completion date; and |

€. Signature lines for the Defendants or the Defendants’ agent and for

each consumer who is to be a party to the home improvement
contract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s .
name placed directly after or below the signature.

59.  Upon further inspection, Murphy learned the Defendant, Miliadee Hughes,
misrepresented the repairs needed, as her p.foblern was not a def'ectvive septi;: system, but
rather a clogged line. ‘

60.  The Defendants failed to obtain the necéssary plumning license prior to
soliciting any work with Murphy.

61.  The Défendams failed to obtain the proper permits fbr the. septic system

prior to soliciting any work with Murphy.
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62.  The Defendants failed to register as residential sewage disposal systems

installers in Morgén County, pursuant to Morgan County Ordinance No. 4-3-3.1, Health
Départment Ordinance 1979-4; the Morgan County “Environmental Health Services
Residential Sewage Disposal Systems” Ordinance, priqr to soliciting any wofk with
Murphy.

63. Pursuant_ to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10), the Defendants are presumed to
have represented at the time of contract formatioﬁ they would complete the job, purSuant
to the terms of the contract, within a reasonable period of time.

64.  The Defendants have neither begun, and therefore have not completed, the
work on Murﬁhy’s home, nor have they issued a refund to Murphy.

COUNTII - VIOLATIONS OF THE HOME IMPROVEMENT CONTRACTS ACT

65. The services described in paragraphs 7, 9, 15, 22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 46, 50,
anid 57 are “home improvements” as defined by Ind. Cocie § 24-5-11-3.

66. The transactions referred to in paragraphs 7, 9, 15, 22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 46,
50, and 57 are “home 'improvemént contracts” as defined by Ind. Code § 24-5-11-4.

67.  The Defendants are “suppliers” as defined by Ind. Code § 24-5-11-6.

68. By failing to provide fhe consumers with completed home improvement
contracts, containing the informétion referred to in paragraphs 8, 10, 16, 23, 29, 33, 35,
40, 47, 51, and 58, the Defendants violated the Home Improvemént Contracts Act, Ind.

Code § 24-5-11-10."

"COUNTII - VIOLATIONS OF THE DECEPTIVE CONSUMER SALES ACT
69; The Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference the allegations

contained in paragraphs 1 through 68 above.



70. The transactions referred to in péragraphs 7,9, 15,22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 46,
50, and 57 are “consumer transactions” as defined by Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-2(a)(1). |

71.  The Defendants are “suppliers” as defined by Iﬁd. Code § 24-5-0.5-
2(2)(3). | g'

2. The Defendahts’ violations of the Indiana Home Impfovement Contracts
Act, referred to in paragraphs 8, 10, 16, 23, 29, 33, 35, 40, 47,'51,‘Iand 58, constitute

deceptive acts by the Defendants, in accordance with Ind. Code § 24-5-11-14.

73.  The Dcfendants’ repres_entation to consumersthe consumer transactions
had sponsorship, approval, performance, characteristics, accessories, uses, or benefits
they did not have, when the Defendarits knew or reasc;nably should have known the
transactions did not have such, as referenced in paragraphs 7, 9, 15, 22, 28, 32, 34, 39,
46, 50, and 57, constitute violations of the Deceptive Consumer Sales Act, Ind. Code §
24-5-0.5-3(a)(1).

74.  The Dc;,fendants’ representation to consumers that repairs were needed,
when the repairs were not necessary, when the Defendants knew or reasonably should
have known such repair or replacement was not needed, as referenced in paragraphs 15 |
and 57, constitute violations of the Deceptive Consumer Sales Act, ‘Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-
3(2)(5).

75.  The Defendants’ representation to consumers the consumer transactions
involved a warranty, when the representation was false and the Defendants knew or
reasonably should have known no sucil warranty was avéilable, as referenced in
paragraphs 41 and 53, constitute violations of the Deceptive Consumer Sales Act, Ind.

Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(8).
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76.  The Defendants’ representations to consumers they would be able to

deliver or complete the subject of the consumer transaction within a reasonable period of
time, when the Defendants knew or reasonably should have known they could not, as

referenced in paragraphs 13, 20, 26, 30, 37, 44, 48, 55, and 63, constitute violations of the

Deceptive Consumer Sales Act, Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-3(a)(10).

77. By failing to have a plumbing license, well drilling license, failing to be
listed as ‘a'general contractor, obtaining the appropriate permits, reéistering asa
residential sewage disposal system‘s installer, or otherwise failing to obtain the necessary

~ licenses and permits, prior to soliciting and/or commencing any work with consumers, as
refereﬂnced in par_agr;aphs 11,12, 24‘, 25, 36,42, 52, 60, 61, and 62, the Defendants
- : vio]ated the Decepﬁvé Consumer Sajes Act, Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-10(a)(1).

. COUNT 111 - KNOWING AND INTENTIONAL VIOLATIONS
OF THE DECEPTIVE CONSUMER SALES ACT

78. kThe Plaintiff realleges and incorporates by reference the allegations
contained. in paragraphs 1 through 77 abbve.

79. | The misrepresentations and deceptive acts set forth in paragraphs 7, 8, 9,
10, 11,12, 13, 15, 16, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 40, 41,
42, 44, 46,47, 48, 50, 51, 52, 55, 57, 58, 60, 61, 62, and 63 were committed by the
Defendants with thé knowledge and intent to deceive.

COUNT 1V — VIOLATION OF THE MARION SUPERIOR COURT’S
INJUNCTION BY THE DEFENDANT, ANTHONY LEON HUGHES,

80.  The Plainfiff realleges and incorporates by reference the allegations

contained in paragraphs 1 through 79 aboﬁe.
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81.  The violations contained in Counts I, II, and II] violate the Court-ordered

injunction referenced in paragraph 2, entitling the State of Indiana to enhanced civil
penalties against the Defendant, Anthony Leon Hughes,.ux;der Ind; Code §24-5-0.5-4(f).
RELIEF

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, State of Indiana, requests the Court enter judgment
against the Defendants, Anthony Leon Hughes, also known as Lonnie Hughes,
individually and doing business as C & R Well Drilling Pump & Plumbing, Hughes Well
Drilling, and Hughes Water Well Drilling & Pump Services, and Miliadee Hughes also
knov;ln as Dee Hughes, individually and cioing business as C & R YVell Drilling Pump and

Plumbing, C. & C. Well Drilling/Pump/Plumbing, and Hughes Well Drilling, enjoining

the Defendants from the following:

a. in the course of entering into home improvement transactions, failing to

provide to the consumer a written, completed home improvement contract, which
includes at a minimum the ‘following: |

(lj The name of the consumer and thé address of the residential

- property that is the subject of the home improvement;

2) The name and address of the Defenda_nts’ and each of the telephone
numbers and names of any agent to whom consumer };roblemé and
inquiriés can be directed,;

3) The date the home improvement contract was submitted to the
consumer and any time 1imitati9n on the consumer’s acceptance of

the home improvement contract;

317920_1.DOC 27




(4)

&)

o 6)
(7

®)
)

improvements;

A reasonably detailed description of the proposed home

If the descri'ption required by Ind. Code §24-5-11-10(a)(4) does not
include the speciﬁcationé for the home impfoverhent, a statement
that the specifications will be provided to the consumer before
commencing any work and that the home improvement contract is
subject to the consufner’s separate written and dated approval of

the specifications;

The approximate starting and completion daté of the home
improvements;

A statement of aﬁy contingencies that would materiallly ch.ange the
approximate completion date;

The home improvement contract price; and

Signature lines for the Defendants or the Defendants’ agent and for
each consumer who is to be a party to the home improvement

contract with a legible printed or typed version of that person’s

‘name placed directly after or below the signature;

b. in the course of entering into home improvement transactions, failing to

agree unequivocally by written signature to all of the terms of a home

improvement contract before the consumer signs the home improvement

contract and before the consumer can be required to make any down

payment;

317920_1.DOC
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c. in the course of entering into home improvement transactions, failing to
provide a completed home improvement contract to the consumer before it
is signed by the éonsumer;

d. representing, expressly or by implication, the subject of a consumer
transaction has sponsorship, approVai, characferistics, accessories, uses, or
benefits it does not havé which the Defendants know or reasonably should

' hai/e known it doés not have;

T e. | representing, expressly or by implicétion, the replacement or repair
constituting the subject of a consuriier tiansaction is needed, if it is not and
if the Defendants know or should reasonably‘ know it is not;

f. representing, expressly or by implication, that such consumer transaction .
involves or does not involve a warranty, a disclaimer or warranties, or
other rightis, remedies, or obligations, if the representation is false and if
the Defendants know or should reasonably know the representation is
false;

g. representing, expressly or by implication, the Defendants are able to
deliver or complete the subjept of a consumier transaction within a
reasonable period of time, when the Defendants know or reasonably
should knovi/ they cannot; iarid

h. soliciting or engaging in a home improvement transaction without a
license or permit required by law.

AND WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, State of Indiana, further requests the Court

enter judgment against.Defendants for the following relief:

L 317920 1.00C 24"




cancellation of the Defendants’ unlawful contracts with consumers,

~ including, but not limited to, those consumers identified in paragraphs 7,

9, 15,22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 46, 50, and 57, pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-
4(d);

consumer restitution, pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-4(c)(2), for

reimbursement of all unlawfully obtained funds remitted by consumers to

the Defendants, including but not limited to those consumers identified in
paragraphs 7,9, 15, 22, 28, 32, 34, 39, 46, 50, and 57, in an amount to be
determined at trial; -

costs pﬁrsuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-4(c)(3), awarding the Office of the
Attorney General its reasonable expenses incurred in the investigation and
prosecution df this action;

on Count I1I of the Plaintiff’s Complaint, civil penalties pursuant to Ind.
Code § 24—5-0.5-4(g) for the Defendants’ knowing violations of the
Deceptive Consumer Sales Act, in the amqunt of Five Thousand Dollars
(85,000.00) per violatioh, payable to the State of Indiana;

on Count III of the Plaintiff’s Complaint, civil benalties pursuant to Ind.
Code § 24-5-0.5-8 for the Defendants’ intentional violations of the
Deceptive Consumer Sales Act, in the amount of Five Hundred Dollars

($5(‘)0‘OO) per violation, payable to the State of Indiana;

25




— %i' - . “ ) i C

f. On Count IV of the Plaintiff’s Complaint, civil penalties pursuant to Ind.

Code §24-5—0.5—4(f) for the Defendant, Anthony Leon Hughes’s,

violations of an ifljunctibn in the amount of Fifteen Thousand Dollars

($15,000.00) per violation; and

g. all other just and proper relief.

By:

Office of Attorney General
: Indiana Government Center South
' 302 W. Washington, 5th Floor
‘ Indianapolis, IN 46204
Telephone: (317)233-3300

& . 317920_1.D0C 26

Respectfully submitted,

STEVE CARTER
Indiana Attorney General
Atty. No. 4150-64

T T 1

Terry Tolliver -
Deputy Attorney General

~ Atty. No. 22556-49



STATEOF INDIANA ) . TN THE MARION SUPERIOR COURT
e e
COUNTY OF MARION ) CAUSE NO. 49D03-9511-CP-1655

STATE OF INDIANA,

FILED

f,w 0199

aP%érEmiﬁ;,
v,

' ANTHONY LEON HUGHES dbfa
"+ H&H Well Drilling and Pump Service,
R K& L Weli Drilling and Pump Service, snd
0t thgbes Wwell Drilling, :

)
9
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
).

Dafendant.

The: Statm of Indiana, hawug mewd ﬂns Caurt for o Defanlt . ludgmant 'igam #t the
: D sfendant, Anthony Leon Hughes, dumg business as H & H Well Drilling and Pump Service,

K &L W 13 D’nﬂiug anid Pamp Semca:, and Hughes Wel] L’),rtilsztgP and the C'nusn having

eonsidered the motion and being duly advised in the premises, now finds that: -
Lo The State of Indiana filed its Vesified Complaint for Injunetion and
 Damages on Noveniber 27, 1995, 3 copy of which was duly served on the Defendant pursnant to
'.‘rr;a.:ﬂ Rule 4 1A)3) and (E),

el o Tm! Fule ﬁ{C) of the Tndiang Rules of Procedure, the

2, Purn

532, 1 99-5_;
3. Thedate set by the Indiana Rules of Procedure has passed and the
Defendant has failed th appesr or ﬁﬁg' & mspﬂai“si‘-a!e pleading with the Court; -

STATES o ANQ‘W X

EXHIBIT
A

@«
3
i
g
z
4
£
E
3
m




4. TheOffice of the Atiomey Gencral has expended at least twenty hours in

the investigation and prosecution of this case.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED by the Court

pnmuam to Ind. Code g 24—5—654&), that the Defendant, s‘-’mﬁmny Leon Hughes, doing business

asH & H Well Drilling and Pump Service, K & L Well 'Driﬁifxg and Pump Servies, and Hughes
‘Well Drilling, is pecmancitly enjoined from committing the following deceptive acts:

A, @epmm%mg 10 consumets ﬁxas;ﬁm Defendant's eonsumer trassactions have the
characteristics or bmﬁis of being bonded and insered when the Defendant knows or should
reasonsbly know that the representation is f:_nise,;.

b. ﬁoliéiﬁiaggio engage in water well drilling without a license as required by Jaw;

¢. engaging in water well drilling without a license required by law;

4. engaging in water well pump service without a permit required by law,
intludinig but not limited to Marion County Code, Chapter 18, Article 2; Sec, 18-202, énd
Hamilion County Codé 25-49-4-1(b)(5);

R mpmé*entiag to consurners that the Defendant’s conswmer transactions have the

cheracteristics and benefits of being completed within a reasonable time when they do not and

- the Defendant knows or should reasonably know they do not;

£ representing to consumers that the Defendant's consumer trapsactions have the

characteristics and benefits of baving new parts and supplies when the defendant knows or

‘shoudd reasonably knosw ﬁmi- bie will not use new parts and supplies;

. representing that the Defendant has a sponsorship, approval or affiliation with

‘emy ovganization or association in conserier ransactions when he does notand the Defendant




e fi

knows or showld reasonably know that be does not, including but not limited to the Nationsl

‘Cround Watee Association; and

h. entering into residential home improvement contracts which are in violation of

he Indiana Home Irprovement Contracts Act, Tnd. Code 24-5-11-1, ef seq,

_ RED, ADJUDGED, AND DECREED by the Court pursuan t
Ind, Cadeg 29-5-0/5-4{6)2) and (d) that the contrsits-entered into by thie following consumers
with the Dgfezxdmﬂm void and the Defendant shall pay the following amoint 1o the Sate of
Indiana to be hetd in escrow for the benefitof the aggrieved consumers:

(I ThomesHombask  November2, 1993 $),050.00
() KyleD.Hunter  Aprill, 1993 2,126.00
(3) JosphMizz  October 10, 1994 1,625.00 |
€Y Pai&kﬁmﬁmmm Novamber 10, !994 . | 1,864.00
(5 BapdraRmymer  May 303 905 | 3,-,556@;{#&
(6)  ShirleyP.Golimer Joly 11, 1995 | 1,474.00
() DwidPolikoff  Mays, 1994 8500
TOTAL: 59,5640
IT1S FURTHER ORDERED; ADJUDGED, AND DECREED by the Cotrt het the

E;‘Jeﬁmdmt pay the f aﬂmﬁng cm] ;::mgjucs ;mgi mm

- a pursuint o Ind, Code §24—5-£} 5-8, civil p&naluc.s of two thousand

five hundred dotlers ($2,500.00), payable to the State of Indiana




Distribution to:

'Johnhri ‘Hauber

for violations of the Indiana Home Improvement Contracts Act in

the State of Indiana's Exhibits B-F;

pursuant o Ind. Code §24-5-0.5-4(g), civil penalties of four thousand five

hundred dollars {‘5%;5@;13@33. payable to the State of Indiana for knowing

¥iblaticns of tﬁg’-'@&q@ﬁ%ﬁéa’sma Bales Act enumerated in paragraph

31a)40) of the State of Indiana's Verified Complaint; and

pursuant to Ind. Code § 24-5-0.5-4(c)(3), costs of one thousand dollars
($1,000.00) payable to the Office of the Attorney General incurred in the

investigation and prosecution of this cause.

Al of which is orderel on _ - )" / /P _ , 1996,

' Dﬁpﬂ’t} Attorney General

LG.C.8., Fifth Floor

402 West "x“i‘ asmnmazl St

- Indlanapolis, IN 4&52@4»27?0

._ Amhnny Leon Hughes
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C.& R WELL DRILLING | |
"FUMP & PLUMBING

- 10119 E. 96th ST.
' 'INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46256
317) 578-001

DATE OF W -

' (877) 333-0032 : "Emnéa TAKEN BY CUSTOMER'S ORDER NUMBER
70 (J DAY WORK ] CONTRACT ] EXTRA
- JOB NAMENUMBER
- " ' L'l
- v JOB LOCATION
JOB PHONE 'STARTING DATE
TERMS: \

QTHER CHA%ES

TOTAL OTHER

TOTAL LABOR

'E COMPLETED

TOTAL MATERIALS

TOTAL MATERIALS

“s“r

1gna‘urewv

TOTAL OTHER
STATE'S TOTAL Y Raah~

EXHIBIT



- C & R WELL DRILLING -
" "PUMP & PLUMBING

" 10119 E. 96th ST.
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46256
(317

VINVOICE

6838

SHe- 4G 74166 =~ T 7
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R ;L . a/ \
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e

>
/ gg Z/{_'./rn.;/'&'_)
‘ //’}4‘5:/4'. V,ﬁ 2904
TOTAL OTHER -
7 49 ' e L ks
Y W ) /%:/BLJ =~ e v 2 7
/) _ / B
(P %@*4""7 ’ & =
> Y, Cotrpp bagins | O 925
' _ {"’%“\% v,
AL NN
Lry 18277 roaiasor
PATE COMPLETED - TOTAL MATERIALS _ ﬁW TOTAL MATERIALS
‘ﬁ/ TOTAL OTHER
%m&gy@w B TAX
TotaL | /50,
STATE'S 7
EXHIBIT

[




" C & R WELL DRILLING
" "PUMP & PLUMBING

“ 10119 E. 96th ST.
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46256
(317)-678-0015

(877) 333-0032

© 3' JNVOH@

6849

S7867¢§  —
! /PHONGA 2 -~ DATE OF ORDER 2 &)

il /5 ss)
ORuer yanciv o7 CUSTOMER'S ORDER NUMBER

M ] DAY WORK ] CONTRACT (] EXTRA

A JOB NAME/NUMBER -

' JoeLocAﬁON

JOB PHONE STARTING DATE

L_:b:

So |0
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| Nldest Ay [ ldoto Tt
it | Pt Mas.

TOTAL OTHER

= ‘ N . .
<5 Zlq . (A_) a.M/‘-v-i' ov M I‘"‘Jﬂm TOTAL LABOR
L4 - " J A4 -

DATE:GOM ETED | TOTAL MATERIALS _ TOTAL MATERIALS
TOTAL OTHER

"L avork ordered by_Lx" )

hereby acknowledge the satisfactory completion of the above described work. — TOTAL L’ 2w o
' STATE'S - : )
EXHIBIT

" H




. C &R WELL DRILLING
- "PUMP & PLUMBING

10119 E. 96th ST.
INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46256

., 7(317) 578-0015

/T:A{ifr _'

TEHMS:

(8777)333-0032
Lol

s n\\

\ ;@O_l ...........

] DAY WORK
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CEEE s X
!?:&4' ¥

. ' . : . : - Page: 1
| C. & C. WELL DRILLING/PUMP/PLI N f .
10119 E. 96TH ST. nueLce

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46258 ' : Number: 8005

317-577-1358 .
Date: February 04, 2008

Bill To: ’ Ship To:
MR. SMITH ) CONTRACT

 Description _ X ' _ ~ Amount
INSTALLATION OF A SEPTIC REPAIR: ' 9,700.00
SOIL TEST '
DESIGN THE SYSTEM -
ALL. UTILITIES WILL. BE MARKED AND FLAGED
PERMIT _
1 1000 GALLON DOSING TANK COATED

. * 1 1/2HP.ZOUAR3I5GPM @ 18 TDH
" DUAL MERCURY FLOATS

1 CHECK VALVE
1 2 BREAKAWAY FLANGE DISCONNECT
1 HIGH LEVELALARM
1 ELECTRICAL JUNGTION BOX SEALED
1 9 HOLE SEALED JUNCTION BOX

50' 2' SCHEDULE40PVC o _ -
cw'%iq - ﬁf‘”/ HadoL “@ay-.-z/ FJoor.

G, 2 “oico Chtofllds  dhe

W /W_Zz@f—

Bod Do Gr2407"

0 - 30 days 31 - 80 days 61 - 90 days > 80 days Total

| $9,240.00 $0.00 $0.00° $0.00 $9,240.00

%&AH&EE Xu4 13ICATISUT dH  WJED:2T 9002 61 REH

\gwe, wo
: e

verg No. 5138



- C.&C. WELL DRILLING/PUMP/PLL

. 10119 E. 96TH ST.
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46258
317-577-1358

‘Bl To:
MR. SMITH

Page: 2
- Sowodce
Number: BDQS

Date:  February 04, 2008
Ship To:

CONTRACT

Description
42 225
4 2" 45'S
2 2 905
', 180 4" SDR 35 PIPE
12 4 90'S -
12 4* 455
12-4°228
;{500 4* FINGER SYSTEM PIPE
..5 TRIAXLE LOADS STONE
7 '3 FOLLS OF SEPTIC PAPER
" FINGER SYSTEM STAKES
LAZER TRANSIT
BACKHOE/ OPERATOR'
3MENLABOR

/ ' Amount

0 - 30 days 31 - 80 days 81 - 90 days > 90 days Total

$9,240.00 $0.00 $000 $0.00 $9,240.00

®Yyd4 13rd33sy1 dH WHED:21 8002 61 Rew




X,

'C..&'C. WELL DRILLING/PUMP/PL

" 10149 E. 96TH ST.

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46256

© 317-577-1358
Bill To:
MR. SMITH

Page: 3

Sovvoice
Number: 6005

Date: February 04, 2008
Ship To:

CONTRACT

Deécription

TANKWILL NEED TO BE PUMPED AGAIN
1 RISER, RING EXTENSION, AND LID

2 ROLLS OF SEALANT
GLUE/PRIMER

ELECTRICAL WIRING iafg UNDERGROUND
' 290' 4 PERFORATED PERIMETER DRAIN

5 YEARWARRANTY ON LABOR AND MATERIALS
“ PER BOARD OF HEALTH PERIMETER DRAIN MUST BE INSTALLED
i -1/2 DOWN $4620.00

.~ REMAINING BALANCE DUE UPON COMPLETION/AUNLESS PAYMENT ARRANGEMENTS HAVE BEEN
- MADE

CREDIT IS GIVEN FOR $210.00 FOR 1ST SEPTIC TANK PU

TEST.

Amount

MPED, $250.00 CREDIT GIVEN FOR SOIL

Total $9,700.00

Amount Paid: 460.00
Amount-Due—0:240.00—

31- 60 days

$0.00

81 - 90 days © > 80 days Total

$0.00

$0.00 $9,240.00

®Y4 13r¥asyl dH  WJED:21 9002 681 REW



C & R WELL DRILL
"PUMP & PLUMBI
10119 E. 96th ST.

INDIANAPOLIS, IN 46256

(317) 578-0015

Q- el/-2-33-Ps

(877) 333-0032

T0 _#GM) .1

. TERMS:

. 7\7
q/. e

(] pbAY WORK (] CONTRACT [ ExTRA

INWVOIGE

6839

DATE OF o%‘ - / N\

CUSTOMER'S ORDERA NUMBER
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tos PHONE

2Sal Ao, s Aok G e
| " cﬂ‘mw 7% 7%
] N 7
et L ,{QL ol

| | | gl L5, . TOTALLABOR

c ¥
DATE COMPLETED TOTAL MATERIALS TOTAL MATERIALS
TOTAL OTHER

ordered by XL :
YA

) hereby acknowledge the satisfactory completion of the above described work

C

EXHIBIT

STATE'S - [

K

TOTAL IO .



C. & C. WELL DRILLING

o
I3

. 973 N. SHADELAND AVE. #188

 Page: 1

- INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46219 Number: 6058
¥ _7-577-1 w8 | . Date: February 27, 2606
‘BillTo: Ship To:
ANNIE CARR STATE FARM INSURANGE

. CLAM#
.- POLICY#

FAX# 1-888-736-2715

LIGHTING STRIKE,

. Description Amount
WELL HAD TO BE EXCAVATED 575.00
1'1/2 H.P. SUBMERSIBLE WELL PUMP 875.00

. ~100 POLY.WELLPIPE 175.00
100 12/2 PUMP WIRE 225,00

1 40/60 PRESSURE SWITCH | 95.00

1 PRESSURE GUAGE ' , . 75.00
STACONS, ELECTRICIAL TAPE, CLAMPS, WIRE NUTS, AND ANY MISC. MATERIALS 50.00
WELL HAD TO BE CHLORNIATED.— ' “ 75.00

2 111" BRASS BUSHINGS— 7500
+ 1* BRASS INSERT ADAPTER ~—- | 55.00;
1 4X1 PITLESS ADAPTER ' 199‘.00‘5 ,
1 10 PVC SCH.80 60.00-
1 WELL PUMP PERMIT 50.00

'WELL LINE FROM WELL TO HOUSE — 275

T

0- 30 days

. $2,850.00

31 - 60 days

$0.00

~ 61-90days

$0.00

> 90 days

$0.00

Total

' $2.850.00



'C. & C. WELL DRILLING

973 N. SHADELAND AVE. #188 %wowe
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46219 " Number: 6058
317-577-1358 '
R Date: February 27, 2006
< Bill 'I:o: Ship To: o
ANNIE CARR STATE FARM INSURANGE
CLAIM#
POLICY#
FAX# 1-888-736-2715
LIGHTING STRIKE,
Description. _ Amount
" . 5YEARWARRANTY ON LABOR AND MATERIALS
CTotal  $2850.00
0 - 30 days 31 - 60 days- 61 - 90 days > 00days . Total
$2,850.00 " $0.00

$0.00 $000 $2,850.00



__Uct 26 0B 12:12p

sherrie murphy

C. & C. WELL DRILLING, PUMP & |

. 10119 E.@6THST. :
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46256

-

Bill To: : ' . Ship To:

SHERRY & LEE MURPHY

Jovwoice
Number: 5002
Date:  August 06, 2006

Description

INSTALLATION OF A NEW ROOF

NEW BOARDS WILL BE REPLACED ACCORDINGLY

NEW FELT PAPER WILL BE INSTALLED

NEW 30 YEAR SHINGLES WILL BE INSTALLED

COLOR CHOICE WILL BE SELECTED BY THE MURPHY'S
- 5 YEAR WARRANTY ON LABOR AND MATERIALS

Amount

5,000.00

Total $5,000.00

0 - 30 days 31 - 60 days 61 - 90 days

$5,000.00 © %000 $0.00

STATE'S .
EXHIBIT

L

-| Blumberg No. 5138

> 90 days Total

$0.00 $5,000.00



——‘_—:-—*.
y ) - - - p.9
P¥ “Uer 26 06 12:12p . sherrie murphy
: C &C. WELL DRILLING P[UMP & .
_ 10119 E.96TH ST. ‘ ‘ .Z%towe
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46256 Number: * 5006
Date:  August 06, 2006
Bill To: _ Ship To:
SHERRY & LEE MURPHY

Description ) : " Amount
REMODEL BATHROOM ' : ' ' 3,500.00
BATHTUB WILL BE REMOVED, AND A NEW BATH TUB WITH A SHOWER AND TUB ENCLOSURE
WILL BE INSTALLED
TOLIET WiLL BE REMOVED, AND A NEW TOLIET CLOSET FLANGE, AND BOLTS WILL BE
INSTALLED. _
SINK WILL BE REMOVED, AND A NEW SINK WITH STOP AND OVERFLOW WILL BE INSTALLED.
IF CUSTOMER WOULD LIKE FLOORING INSTALLED A SECTION WILL BE CHSOEN AND
DISCUSSED. IF CUSTOMER WANT TO REMOVE ANY WALLS, THIS WILL BE DISCUSSED ALSO.
5 YEAR WARRANTY ON LABOR AND MATERIALS

Total $3,500.00

0 - 30 days 31-60days - 61-90days -  >90days Total

$3,500.00 " $0.00 $0.00 _ $0.00 $3,500.00

Sl ¢ h



. - T i P 7 -
%ﬁ;cn co ub 1£%loOP snerrie murpnd
w\ . : : Page: 1
s . C.&C. WELL DRILLING PUMP, & | ' .
" 10119E. 96TH ST. ' ' W
INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46256 _ ' Number: 5001
317-577-1358 '
’ Date: August 06, 2006
Bill To: Ship To:
SHERRY & LEE MURPHY

Description ' ‘ ,. . Amount
INSTALLATION OF A MOUNDS SYSTEM " 11,500.00
PER THE MORGAN COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH
MEETING WITH THE BOARD OF HEALTH

SITE EVALUATION PE_R BOARD OF HEALTH

ONCE SITE EVALUATION, HAS BEEN DONE WE CAN FILE FOR THE APPLICATION, FOR THE
PERMIT

‘ MANUFACTOﬁ OF SEPTIC TANK IS MARK'S CONCF%ETE

** MANUFACTOR OF ALARM SYSTEM AND PUMP IS HYDROMATIC
AGGREGATE MATERIAL DETERMINED BY THE BOARD OF HEALTH
A FLOOR PLAN MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION

T A PLAN/DRAWING MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION

THE PLAN MUST HAVE LOT SIZE, AND DIMENSIONS, PROPOSED TYPE,SIZE, DESIGN, AND
LOCATION OF THE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM, AND ALL SEPARATION DISTANCES FROM WATER
SUPPILIES, ALL OTHER WELLS, LAKES, STREAMS, DITCHES, DRAINAGES, TILE, AND ALL
STRUCTURES, ROADS AND ' '

CROSS SECTION IS REQUIRED

0 - 30 days 31 - 60 days _ 61 - 90 days > 90 days Total

$11,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 © $11,500.00

-l



'm,}”i!'{mn ‘b UG 12:lbp ‘i,gnérrle murphy
C. & C. WELL DRILLING PUMP, & |
10119 E. 96TH ST.

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 46256

' 317-577-1358

Bill To:
SHERRY & LEE MURPHY

Sovveice
Number: 5001

Date:  August 06, 2006
Ship To:

;" " Description

Amount -

A STAKE MUST BE PLACED AT EACH END OF EACH TRENCHAND THE CORNERS

* BACKHOE WILL BE REQUIRED
" 5 YEAR WARRANTY ON LABOR AND MATERIALS

Total $11,500.00

0 - 30 days 31 - 60 days 61 - 90 days

$11,500.00 $0.00

> 90 days Total

$0.00 $11,500.00



